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The primary purpose of this study was to determine if the
"Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program was an effective
method

of

delivery

to

inform

farmers

and

ranchers

about

conservation practices in Nebraska.
A survey instrument was developed with the help of a
committee of experts. The instrument asked respondents to rate
the

degree

of

Conservation

agreement,

Neighbor

to

quality

and

Neighbor

interest
program

in
and

the
the

effectiveness of the delivery method. The population for the
study included all the program hosts and a random sampling of
all farmers and ranchers in Nebraska.
The following conclusions were drawn from the study:
1.

Characteristics of hosts

and general

ranchers surveyed fit the Lionberger's
(1983)

(1968)

farmers

and

and Roger's

adoption diffusion theory descriptions of early and

late adopters.
2.

The general farmers and ranchers surveyed reported

having less percentage of erodible acres then did the host.
This supported a study done by (Hoover, Wiitala,

1980),

in

which farmers denied erosion problems existed on their land.

3. The primary sources from which the general farmers and
ranchers surveyed had heard of the Conservation Neighbor to
Neighbor program were farm magazines, newspapers, friends and
neighbors. Field days and other farmers and ranchers were the
top ranked delivery methods.
(1968)

and Roger's

receive

(1983)

information

magazines.

This

from

also

This supported Lionsberger' s

theory,
local

adds

that late adopters would

farmers,

support

to

farm papers,
the

and

conservation

Neighbor to Neighbor program which used both field days and
other farmers and ranchers to disseminate information. The
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program was ranked 6th by
the host and 7th by the general farmers an ranchers as a
method of delivery.
5. Both groups (host and general farmers and ranchers)
agreed' with the benefits of the Conservation Neighbor to
Neighbor program.
• Encourages farmers/ranchers to try a conservation
practice.
• Is a good way for farmers/ranchers to share
information.
• Is a good way to illustrate the advantages and
disadvantages of a conservation practice.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Erosion has threatened every civilization since the
beginning of agriculture 8,000 years ago.

However, ancient

civilizations did not recognize that mismanagement of their
soil and water resources was a serious problem.

Early

settlers in this country and many of those who followed paid
little more attention to erosion than those early
civilizations.

The first steps by the federal government

toward controlling the nation's erosion problems were not
taken until 1935.

After skies over Washington had been

darkened by midwestern dust storms, both houses of Congress
unanimously passed the Soil Conservation Act.

This act and

subsequent legislation established the principal federal
agencies that implement federal conservation programs.
The University of Nebraska, as a land grant
institution, has a responsibility to establish programs and
policies to meet the educational needs of the people of
Nebraska, the united states, and the international
community.

Major activities center around developing new

knowledge and the disseminating of information.

Cooperative

Extension plays a major role in the dissemination of
information and has focused on several priorities to
safeguard the future of Nebraska's natural resources.
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Cooperative Extension uses several methods of
dissemination to meet their objectives.
(1990),

Elbert Dickey

Coordinator of the Conserving and Managing Natural

Resources Extension Initiative, stated that:
We try not to get locked into one method of education.
There are a lot of educational tools available. Farmers
often tell us what and how they want to learn, and we
adapt programs to fit their needs.
In 1989 Dr. Alice Jones (Extension Specialist in Soil
Erosion Control/Conservation Tillage) and representatives of
the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) developed a new
educational tool for the dissemination of information about
conservation.
Dr. Jones and SCS personnel realized that the passage
of the Food security Act of 1985 represented a major
opportunity to encourage adoption of conservation practices
on agricultural land in the united States.

The act had the

potential of helping every farmer in the country adopt
conservation practices which would conserve the nation's
water and soil.

This Act required farmers and ranchers

without conservation plans to develop a plan and to apply
the conservation practices to the land between 1990 and
1995, if they wanted to remain eligible for other government
programs.

Therefore, interest in conservation grew rapidly.

Dr. Jones also realized soil conservation practices
have been used by many farmers/ranchers across Nebraska
since the Soil Conservation Service was established.

Those

early farmers and ranchers were the innovators and early
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adopters when it came to adopting conservation technologies.
Lionberger (1968) found that early adopters of innovations
related to soil conservation practices, had average size
farms and incomes, were actively seeking information,
participated in some local activities, and utilized
commercial sources and agricultural agencies to obtain
information about agricultural technology.

While the late

adopters, who would tend not to use conservation practices,
had smaller farms, lower income, were security-minded,
complacent or skeptical, seldom participated in formal
groups, and utilized local farmers and adoption leaders to
gain information about agriculture technology.
Ritterbusch,

(1988) offered a rather profound

observation related to the adoption of conservation
techniques:
Conservation breeds conservation. When one farmer does
something new (for example, contour stripcropping) his
or her neighbors begin to look at that practice.
If it
proves out, within a few years more people in the
area are doing the same. It's human nature to watch
your neighbors, and if they are successful, then try it
yourself.
The Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program was
developed to help farmers see successful conservation
practices and implement them on their own land.
By 1989 over 360 of the above mentioned early adopters
of conservation practices had demonstration sites
representing 47 different conservation practices in
Nebraska.

Their farms and ranches served as sites where
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others could, at their convenience, look at specific soil
and water conservation practices in action.

Most of the

farmers and ranchers identified for the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor tour stops had been using the
demonstrated conservation practice for at least five years
and were willing to speak on the advantages, disadvantages,
costs and profitability of the practices they had adopted
and with which they had worked.
Fact sheets with details about each volunteer's
operation were available at the demonstration sites.
Included on the information sheets were the name, address
and phone number of the volunteer, directions to his or her
farm, comments from the farmer, and whether or not the
volunteer preferred to be contacted before a visitor stopped
at the site.

When an interested person followed the

directions to the farm, the demonstration field was
identified by a large sign which indicated the conservation
practice being demonstrated and the cooperator's name.
Information brochures were also available at local
businesses and agencies in nearby communities.

These

brochures gave directions to host sites and identified the
practice being demonstrated.

The "Nebraska Farmer" magazine

ran two main articles promoting the Conservation Neighbor to
Neighbor program.
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Purpose of the study

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if
the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program was an
effective method of delivery to inform farmers/ranchers
about conservation practices in Nebraska.

specific objectives

The specific objectives addressed in this study were:
1.To identify the most effective form of media used to
inform farmers and ranchers about the availability of
the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program.
2.To determine the extent to which farmers and ranchers
participat~d

in program procedures while on a self-

guided demonstration tour.
3.To compare the acceptability of self-guided tours
with other delivery methods when learning about
conservation.
4.To determine the extent of agreement of respondents
regarding selected statements associated with the
benefits of the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor"
program.

r----------------------~~

,
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Significance of the study

The findings of this study should help identify whether
self-guided demonstration tours are an effective method to
inform farmers/ranchers about conservation practices.
Knowles (1980) stated, when educating farmers about
specific practices, a properly conducted demonstration site
can establish a feeling of "need to learn."

According to

Nafziger (1984) demonstration plots have been used with the
Cooperative Extension since their beginning.

However, there

are two problems with the approach; 1) the producer looks at
the plots only one time during the year, and 2) some may
miss the demonstration sites because of other time
commitments.

The self-guided tour concept would help to

eliminate those two problems by letting farmers visit sites
at their convenience and as many times as they would like
during the year.
According to smith and Kahler (1983),

"Adult educators

in agriculture should use a variety of teaching methods and
effort should be made to carry educational programs to the
farmers."

Self-guided tours can be used as one more method

of delivery, helping to add variety and taking the
information directly to the farmers, if proven effective.
If the Self-Guided tour concept is proven effective in
Nebraska, one should see an increased use of soil
conservation practices, which should help to reduce the loss
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of valuable top soil and the contamination of water
resources.

The program should also help farmers/ranchers

face the reality that soil erosion exist on their land and
that they should do something about it.

Limitations

Limitations
The study is limited to the farmers and ranchers who went
to their county Agricultural stabilization and Conservation
service during the week of January 22-26 1990, at which time
they completed the questionnaires from which data for this
study were generated.

Definitions of Terms
Conservation Practices
The conservation practices involved in the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program for 1989 were:
Prairie Dog Control

Planned Grazing System

No-till

windbreaks

Ridge Till

Stripcropping

Terraces

Low Input Agriculture

Dams

Diversions

Native Grasses

Fertilizer Management

Surge Valve

Cross Fencing

waterways

Range Seeding
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wildlife Management

Irrigation water Management

Pasture Management

Leafy spurge control

Tree Planting

Prescribed Burning

Stream Stabilization

contour Farming

Fish Farming

Solar Livestock pipeline

Cover Crops

Brush control

Grass Buffer strip

Grass Planting

cablegation

Chemigation

Alternative Cropping

Farm pond Management

self-guided Tours
The farmer/rancber viewed conservation practices
throughout Nebraska at his/her conveniences gathering
information to the extent he/she felt beneficial.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

This review of literature will provide an overview of
the need for educating farmers and ranchers about soil
conservation.

It will also investigate if a self-guided

educational tour is an effective method of delivery when
educating farmers and ranchers about conservation.

Importanoe of Soil conservation

Soil erosion causes two types of damage.

First,

erosion reduces the productivity of the soil by stripping
cropland of nutrient-rich topsoil.

Fifty years after soil

erosion transformed the Great Plains into a dust bowl, the
problem continues to plague the nation's cropland.

united

State Department of Agriculture data indicates that 3.1
billion tons of soil erode annually.

This is enough topsoil

to fill the Houston Astrodome 34,000 times.

According to

Bennett (1939) the worst thing about topsoil loss is the
slow rate of replenishment or soil formation.
soil is reproduced from its parent material so slowly
that we may as well accept as a fact that, once the
surface layer is washed off, the land so affected is,
from the practical standpoint, generally in a condition
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of permanent impoverishment. As nearly as can be
ascertained, it takes nature, under the most favorable
conditions, anywhere from 300 to 1,000 years or more to
build a single inch of topsoil.
Logan (1982) emphasized two points relative to rates of
topsoil renewal.

He observed that "most soils renew at an

estimated rate of 0.5 metric ton/ha/year «0.2 ton/acre/
year) and we are in essence mining the soil in order to
produce food and fiber."
A second type of damaging effect according to Braden
and Uchtmann (1985) is the contamination coming from eroded
soil.

Topsoil contaminated by fertilizers and pesticides is

this country's single greatest unregulated source of water
pollution.

According to the 1987 National water Quality

Inventory prepared by the u.s. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), agricultural nonpoint sources of pollution
significantly affected water quality in 68 percent of all
drainage basins in the united states. Clark (1984) reported
that in the heavily agricultural North Central Region, which
includes much of the corn belt, nearly 90 percent of the
drainage basins were affected.

Agricultural sources account

for significant shares of all suspended and dissolved
solids, nitrogen, phosphorous, and associated biological
oxygen demand loadings in u.s. waters (Clarks, 1984).
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Farmers Level of Knowledge

In response to the Soil and water Resources
Conservation Act of 1977, the Soil Conservation Service
initiated an appraisal program to determine public attitudes
toward the conservation of land and water resources.

This

appraisal found that the American public identified soil
erosion as the number one natural resource concern (U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 1980).
A public survey conducted by Fischer and victor (1979)
indicated that one-half of all Americans felt that misuse of
soil and water resources was a serious problem.
survey reported by Seitz and Wesley,

Another

(1977) showed that an

overwhelming majority of farmers felt soil erosion control
was needed both to maintain productivity and achieve water
quality.
While generally believing that soil erosion and water
quality degradation are problems, farmers hesitate to admit
that there is any relationship between their land and the
national soil erosion problem.

Ninety-three percent of the

farmers surveyed in a Missouri study (Ervin and Alexander,
1981) were concerned about soil erosion on farmland in
general.

However, only 59 percent believed soil erosion to

be a problem on their own land.
In a northern Nebraska study (Hoover, Herbert, and
Wiitala, 1980), SCS officials believed soil erosion to be a
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major problem, but landowners did not.

SCS officials

estimated 82 percent of the farms in the study area had a
major soil erosion problem. Only two operators and no
landlords classified their farms as having major soil
erosion problems.

In the same study, 62 of 106 operators

indicated that some soil erosion problem existed on their
land but only 41 of those 62 felt they needed to increase
the level of erosion control.
Misperceptions of possible benefits may also prevent
farmers from initiating conservation programs.

Korshing and

Nowak (1980) pointed out that farmers were familiar with
existing technologies.

The problem, according to Korshing

and Nowak (1980) was in making farmers aware of the
advantages and compatibility of conservation management
practices in their current operations.
Many farmers do not fully recognize the on-farm
benefits of soil erosion control in maintaining soil
productivity (Park, William, and Shabman, 1981).

Some

farmers may perceive the operation and maintenance costs of
a conservation practice to be greater than the benefits they
received (Badger, Daniel, Lawler, and Mapp, 1979).
Crosson (1982) discovered this to be especially true in
a landowner-tenant situation.

The landowner who rents

farmland may find that requiring the tenant to adopt erosion
control measures, or directly investing in them, is more
costly of time and other resources than he/she thinks is
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justified.

On the other hand, the tenant is also unlikely

to bear the long-term costs of erosion control, primarily
because he/she will not enjoy all the benefits of erosion
control programs.
Risk also has been shown to influence adoption of
conservation practices (Miranowski, 1982).

Miranowski

(1982) indicated that if farmers believed they would receive
no benefits from investing in conservation technologies,
they would not adopt such practices.

Research in several

states has shown that farmers adopt new practices in the
belief that the practices will produce benefits (Carlson
1977, Ervin 1981, Forster 1980, and Swanson 1984).

Adoption Diffusion Theory

According to Lionberger (1960), Nowak (1980), and
Rogers (1983) access to information is among the most
important predictive factor associated with the adoption
behavior.

The diffusion perspective states that once

farmers are informed of the advantages of using specific
practices they will be more likely to adopt the innovations.
There is always a time lag between the origin of a new idea
and its adoption.

Some farmers will try any idea that comes

along, while others will accept an idea only after it is
proven in their neighborhood.

(Cooperative Extension

Service, Iowa State university, 1962).
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According to Rogers (1983), farmers can be distributed
into five adopter categories or styles:
1.

Innovators - are the first to adopt a new practice.

2.

Early Adopters - are the second to adopt a new
practice.

3.

Early Majority - are the ones to adopt new ideas just
before the average member of the social system.

4.

Late Majority - are the ones to adopt new ideas just
after the average member of a social system.

5.

Laggards or Late Adopters - are the last to try new
practices.
Research studies indicate important differences among

the five adopter categories with regard to attitudes,
values, abilities, group membership, social status, and farm
business characteristics.

Lionberger (1968) found that the

late adopters of technology had small farms, low income,
were security-minded, complacent or skeptical, seldom
participated in formal groups. They also utilized local
farmers and adoption leaders to gain information about
agricultural technology, farm papers, magazines and radios.
In comparison, the early adopter had an average farm
size and income, were 50 to 60 years of age, receptive to
new ideas, participated in some local group activities, and
utilized commercial sources and agricultural agencies to
obtain information about agricultural technology.

!
•
!

~

l

These differences suggest that successful agricultural
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educators need to use one approach to reach early adopters
and another to reach the late majority of adopters (North
Central Regional Extension Service, 1961).

Adult Eduoation programs

According to Bender, McCormick, Woodin, cunningham, and
Wolf (1972) participation in adult education is essentially
voluntary.

The agricultural educator, therefore is

challenged to develop programs that are relevant to today's
problems in agriculture and that assist the participants in
making appropriate decisions about their enterprises.
The need for educational programs for farmers was
observed by Pearce (1964) when he pointed out that
instruction on relevant agricultural topics was essential
for farm operators who were becoming established in farming.
Crawford (1969) and Stadlman (1973) reported there was
a need for increased emphasis on adult education programs,
particularly for meeting the educational needs of farmers.
These educators pointed out that magazines, television,
newspapers, and radio were used by farmers to help solve
their problems but were inadequate in meeting their
educational needs.

They went on to say that, to meet the

needs of these farmers and ranchers, knowledge in technical
agriculture had to be relevant to the problems farmers and
ranchers were confronting.

In such a setting, proper
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interpretation and use of the technical information should
be provided as it related to the specific problems farmers
were attempting to solve.
According to Crom (1985) American agriculture has
always been on the cutting edge of change.

However, keeping

up with change is becoming increasingly challenging to the
American farmer as well as all those individuals who are
associated with the American agricultural industry.
Predictions are that education will be the critical element
in the next agricultural revolution in the united states and
the world (Crom, 1985).
Malcolm Knowles (1980) identified four critical
assumptions about learners which change in the process of
maturation from childhood to adulthood that should help with
the development of an adult farmer educational program.
These assumptions are that the learner progresses from:
1. Being a dependent learner to a self directed
learner.
2. Having little or no experience to having a valuable
experiential base.
3. progressing from a societal determined readiness to
an individually determined need to know.
4. Progressing from future application to a present
application as the motivation for learning.
According to Hiemstra (1976) and Knowles (1980) one of
the first concerns of the adult educators is to arrange for
a hospitable learning climate.

Because people are sensitive

to their surroundings, it is quite possible that a lack of
attention to proper physical space utilization could hinder
adult education programs.

Knowles also stated that
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demonstrations properly conducted can establish a feeling of
need to learn, while also providing a hospitable learning
climate.
According to Ben Kittrell (1974), Dr. Seaman A. Knapp
is credited with the first use of the demonstration method
as a means of influencing the adoption of new farm
practices.

In the early 1900's Dr. Knapp discovered that

farmers generally would not change their practices by
observing what could be done on farms operated at government
expense.

Dr. Knapp started demonstrating practices using

local farmer's fields.

If the farmers continued to use the

practice, the other land owners in the area soon adopted the
practice.
Sparked by this great interest in the demonstration
method and its effect on farmers, congress passed a bill in
1914 called the Smith-Lever Act, which started the Extension
Service.

According to Emerson Nafziger (1984), the use of

county demonstration plots has been a common practice since
the beginning of organized extension efforts and continue to
be widely used as an educational tool.

The only problems

that Nafziger (1984) found with this approach was that most
producers take careful note of the plots at only one time
during the season, and thus often do not see problems and
benefits which develop before or after that time.

Some

producers may also miss the demonstration because of other
time commitments.

'I:

i
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After reviewing the literature it was observed that
soil erosion is causing two types of problems, lose of
topsoil and the pollution of our water supply.

Farmers and

ranchers understand the problems of soil erosion.

However

economic risk and lack of knowledge of the benefits from
soil erosion control prevent farmers and ranchers from
implementing conservation practices on their land.
According to Lionberger (1960), Nowak (1980), and
Rogers (1983), access to information is among the most
important predictive factor associated with the adoption
behavior.

The diffusion perspective stated that once

farmers were informed of the advantages of using specific
practices they tend to adopt the innovations.
According to Knowles (1980), when educating adult
farmers about specific practices, a properly conducted
demonstration site can establish a feeling of "need to
learn," while supplying a hospitable learning climate.
Emerson Nafziger stated that demonstration plots have been a
commonly used educational tool with the Extension service
since its beginning.
this approach.

However, there are two problems with

According to Nafziger (1984), the producer

takes careful note of the plots only at one time during the
year and may not see the problems and benefits during the
entire year.

Some neighboring farmers and ranchers may miss
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the demonstration sites because of other time commitments.
The Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program provided
a way to minimize these problems.

Through the use of self-

guided tours the farmer/rancher was able to view
conservation practices at their convenience and at several
times during the year.

It allowed the farmer/rancher the

opportunity to discuss the advantages and disadvantages of a
conservation practice with another producer.

If this

educational method is proven successful it could be used to
expose farmers and ranchers to other innovations.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study was to determine if the
"Conservation Neighbor to neighbor" program was an effective
method of delivery to inform farmers and ranchers about
conservation practices in Nebraska.

The study examines and

evaluates the appropriateness and effectiveness of the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program that was conducted
in 1989 by the university of Nebraska-Lincoln.

speoifio objeotives

The specific objectives addressed in this study were:
1. To identify the most effective form of media used to
inform farmers and ranchers about the availability
of the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program.
2. To determine the extent to which farmers and
ranchers participated in program activities while on
a self-guided demonstration tour.
3. To compare the acceptability of self-guided tours
with other delivery methods when learning about
conservation.
4. To determine the extent of agreement of respondents
regarding selected statements associated with the
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benefits of the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor"
program.
The Methods Chapter will be presented in the following
four subheadings:
sample,

1) description of the population and

2) development of the survey instrument,

collection of data, and

3)

4) analysis of the data.

Description of the population and sample

The population of this study included all the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program farmer and rancher
hosts as well as a random sampling of all farmers and
ranchers in Nebraska.
The mailing list for the host farmers and ranchers came
from the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program data
base.

This data base contained a list of 332 farmers and

ranchers who had participated in the Conservation Neighbor
to Neighbor program.

All were included in the study.

The sample representing all farmers and ranchers came
from 20 randomly selected counties in Nebraska using a
random number table to select the license plate numbers of
the counties. Farmers in the sample were those who completed
questionnaires while visiting their ASCS offices, during the
week of (January 22-26 1990), in the 20 randomly selected
counties.
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Development of the Survey Instrument

The instrument was designed with the help of a
committee of experts consisting of an Extension Specialist
in program evaluation, an Extension Specialist in soil
erosion control/conservation tillage, a representative of
the Buros Institute, and a professor of Agriculture
Education, all from the University of Nebraska-Lincoln.

The

survey asked respondents to rate the degree of agreement,
quality and interest in the Conservation Neighbor to
Neighbor program and the effectiveness of delivery methods
in general.

Survey items consisted of both dichotamous

response statements and Likert scale responses.
The completed survey with demographic information is
presented in Appendix A.

survey reliability was determined

using Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Analysis.

Table 1

displays the Alpha Value obtained for selected sections,
that used Likert type scales, in the survey instrument.

Colleotion of Data

A cover letter (Appendix A) was included with the
survey instrument describing the Conservation Neighbor to
Neighbor program and asking for the respondents' cooperation
in completing and returning the survey.
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Table 1
Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficient by section
section

Alpha Value

Rate the Neighbor to Neighbor Program.

.8844

Rate the delivery methods.

.9040

Note. Cronbach's Alpha was calculated using both groups,
hosts and general farmers and ranchers
The survey instruments mailed to the host had a selfaddressed stamped envelope enclosed for the convenience of
the respondents.

The surveys were numbered to facilitate

the identification of each host who returned a survey.
Three weeks from the date of the original mailing a second
mailing was sent to those not responding to the first
request.

The second mailing contained a second survey

instrument, cover letter (Appendix B) and return envelope.
Late respondents were compared to early respondents by
groups using independent t-tests to determine if the two
groups differed significantly in their responses.
significant differences (alpha

=

No

.05) were found between

early and late respondents, therefore the two groups were
combined for the purpose of analyzing data for this study.
Two hundred thirty-one hosts returned surveys out of a
possible 332 respondents for a 66.8 percent return rate.
In addition to host farmers, a random sampling of all
farmers and ranchers in Nebraska was surveyed in twenty

I

randomly selected county Agriculture Stabilization

•~

~.....
~

~
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Conservation Service (ASCS) offices.

One hundred surveys

were mailed to each office to be administered on a randomly
selected week during the winter of 1989-90 (January 22-26
1990).
survey.

TWo letters were developed and mailed out with the
One letter gave instructions on how to conduct the

survey to ASCS personnel (Appendix C).

The other letter was

from the head of the state ASCS director asking the county
offices to cooperate in administering the survey (Appendix
D).

Table 2 illustrates the county offices involved, the

number of surveys completed, the number of surveys not
completed, and the percentage of completed surveys compared
to the total possible. The overall return rate for the
sample of farmers and ranchers was eighty-one percent.

Analysis of the Data

Data were analyzed using the proper parametric
procedures for descriptive research.
The following analysis procedures were completed to
assist in interpreting the data:
1)

Frequencies and means were computed for the

following demographic data:
a)

Age of the respondents

b)

Highest educational grade level completed

c)

Years of farming or ranching

d)

Acres farmed or ranched
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Table 2.
Resl20nse Rate of General FarmiEanch POl2ulation frQm Selected
Counties (ASCS)
County (ASCS)

Completed
(N)

Not Completed
(N)

Percent of
completed

Pawnee

56

2

96

Merrick

45

3

94

Thayer

44

42

51

Antelope

94

1

99

Greeley

27

21

56

Box Butte

33

11

75

McPherson

1

2

34

Johnson

24

17

58

Saunders

40

24

62

Cheyenne

25

0

100

Hayes

31

1

97

Holt

65

4

94

Sherman

33

16

67

Gosper

18

15

55

Keya Paha

71

2

97

Washington

8

5

61

Hall

75

7

91

Burt

13

2

87

Dodge

62

0

100

7

3

70

772

178

81

Blaine
Total
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e)

Percentage of acres farmed that are highly
erodible

f)
2)

Gross yearly sales

Frequencies were computed on the question, "Where

did you hear about the program?"

The answers were ranked

and reported by their accompanying rank value.
3)

Frequencies were computed on the conservation

practices visited and the activities in which respondents
participated when on site.

The answers were ranked and

reported by their accompanying rank value.
4)
methods.
method.

Frequencies were computed on the rating of delivery
Mean values were determined for each delivery
The methods were ranked by their mean score and

reported by their accompanying rank value.
5)
program.

Frequencies were computed on the benefits of the
Means values were determined for each statement

associated with the benefit of the program.

The two groups

(Hosts and all Farmers/Ranchers) means scores were compared
for differences using at-test.

27

CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This study was conducted to determine if self-guided
demonstration tours were an effective method of delivery
when informing farmers/ranchers about conservation
practices.

The study examined and evaluated the

Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program that was conducted
in Nebraska during 1989.

Speoifio objeotives

The following objectives guided the investigation:
I.To identify the most effective form of media used to
inform farmers and ranchers about the availability of
the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program.
2.To determine the extent to which farmers and ranchers
participated in program procedures while on a selfguided demonstration tour.
3.To compare the acceptability of self-guided tours
with other delivery methods when learning about
conservation.
4.To determine the extent of agreement of respondents
regarding selected statements associated with the
benefits of the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor"
program.
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Demographic Profile of Respondents by Groups

The following six tables represent the demographic
profile of the two surveyed groups (host and farmers/
ranchers).

Table 3 illustrates the distribution of the two

groups of respondents by their ages.

The average age for

the host group was 53, while the general farming and
ranching population average age was 51.

It was also

observed that, eighty-nine percent of the hosts were older
than 34 years of age.

In the general farming and ranching

population surveyed 77 percent were older than 34 years of
age.

One possible reason for this occurrence was that hosts

were expected to have at least five years of experience with

Table 3
Freguency Distril;2ution of ResI1ondents' Ages by GrouI1s

Ages

N

Hosts
Percent

All FarmersLRanchers
Percent
N

1. 20 to 34 yrs.

24

10.5

158

20.5

2. 35 to 44 yrs.

77

33.6

208

26.9

3. 45 to 54 yrs.

54

23.6

149

19.3

4. 55 to 64 yrs.

40

17.5

163

21.1

5. 65 or above

33

14.5

78

10.1

No Response

1

0.4

16

2.1
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the conservation practice demonstrated, therefore an older
host group may have been automatically included in the
survey.
Table 4 displays the distribution of the respondents'
years of farming or ranching by groups (hosts, all farmers
and ranchers).

The surveyed hosts had an average of 17

years of experience in farming and ranching, which was
slightly longer than the general farming/ranching population
average of 14 years.

Eighty-nine percent of the hosts had

been farming for more than 10 years, while only seventyseven percent of the general farming and ranching population
surveyed had been farming for more than 10 years. It was
observed that only 1.3 percent of the hosts had been farming
for less than 6 years.

This was likely due to the amount of

Table 4
Fregyency Distribution of Resl2ondents' Years of Farming
Hosts
Years

N

1. 1 to 5

3

2. 6 to 10

All Farmers/Ranchers
N

Percent

1.3

43

5.6

17

7.4

82

10.6

3 . 11 to 15

40

17.5

117

15.2

4. 16 to 20

36

15.7

122

15.8

5. 21 or more

128

55.9

359

46.5

No Response

5

2.2

49

6.3

Percent

experience, with the demonstrated conservation practice,
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that was required of the host to be eligible for the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program.
Table 5 displays the frequency distribution of
respondents' years of education by groups.

The hosts'

educational level was slightly higher than the educational
level of the general farming population surveyed. Twentyeight percent of the hosts had graduated from college while
only 19 percent of the general farming/ranching population
surveyed had graduated from college.

This may have been one

of the reasons for the early adoption of conservation
practices by the hosts.

According to Rogers or Lionberger,

the early adopters tend to seek more education and are more
willing to adopt new practices.
Table 5
Frequency Distribution of Respondents' Years of Education
Host
All FarmersiRanchers
Percent
Percent
N

Years

N

l . Less than High School

15

6.6

64

8.3

2. High School Graduate

85

37.1

331

42.9

3. Some College/Voc.

63

27.5

210

27.2

4. College Graduate

64

27.9

148

19.2

2

0.9

19

2.5

No Response

Table 6 provides information about the amount of land
farmed or ranched by the respondents.

The hosts farmed an

average of 601 acres, while the general farming population

.1
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surveyed farmed an average of 491 acres.

This supports

Lionberger's (1968) theory on technology adoption, which
stated that early adopters generally have average size farms
and incomes, while later adopters have smaller farms and
lower incomes.

Table 6
Fregyency Distri12ution of Re s l2ondents' Acres Farmed
Host
Percent

All FarmersLRanchers
Percent
N

Acres

N

1. 160 or less

10

4.4

55

7.1

2. 161 to 640

63

27.5

276

35.8

3 . 641 to 1280

82

35.8

218

28.3

4. 1281 or greater

65

28.4

163

21.1

9

3.9

60

7.7

No Response

Table 7 displays a frequency distribution of
respondents' percentage of acres that were highly erodible.
The hosts reported that their farms had an average of 28
percent erodible acres, while the general farming/ranching
population reported an average of only 19 percent erodible
acres.

Thirty-six percent of the hosts as compared to only

twenty-four percent of the general farmers/ranchers
surveyed, reported farms/ranches with over 50 percent of
highly erodible acres.

seventy-one percent of the hosts

compared to only fifty-one percent of the general
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Table 7
Fregyency Distribution of Respondents' Percentage of Highly
!!;rod;i,ble Acres Farmed by Groups
Percentage of
Erodible Acres

N

Hosts
Percent

All FarmersLRanchers
Percent
N

1. 10% or less

57

24.9

2. 11% to 20%

22

9.6

75

9.7

3. 21% to 30%

23

10.0

60

7.5

4. 31% to 40%

14

6.1

23

3.0

5. 41% to 50%

20

8.7

53

6.9

6. 51% or greater

83

36.2

183

23.7

No Response

10

4.4

39

5.1

339

43.9

farming/ranching population surveyed had farms/ranches with
at least 11 percent of highly erodible acres.
This may be attributed to a denial of having erosion
problems on the part of the general farming/ranching
population surveyed. According to Ervin and Alexander
(1981), ninety-three percent of the farmers surveyed in a
Missouri study were concerned about soil erosion on
farmland, but only 59 percent believed soil erosion to be a
problem on their own land. In a northern Nebraska study
(Hoover, Herbert, Wiitala, 1980), SCS officials said 82
percent of the farms in the study area had a major soil
erosion problem, however only two operators and no landlords
classified their farms similarly. The hosts may have
accepted that erosion problems exist on their land and have
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elected to do something to prevent the problems. The general
farming/ ranching population may still be denying the
problem exists on their own land.
Table 8 displays the frequency distribution of the
respondents' gross annual sales.

The hosts' average annual

sales were $124,000 ($206.00 per acre) compared to $93,000
($189.00 per acre) for the general farming/ ranching
population.

Sixty-one percent of the hosts compared to only

forty-six percent of the general farming/ranching population
grossed over $100,000 annually.

Table 6 indicated that 64

percent of the hosts compared to only 49 percent of the
general farming/ranching population, operated more than 640
acres.

This also supports Lionberger's (1968) theory on

income characteristics of early adopters when compared to
late adopters.
Table 8
Freguency Distribution of Resl2ondents' Gross Yearly Sales by
Groul2s
Gross yearly Sales
in Thousands

N

1. $20 or less

11

4.8

63

8.2

2. $20 to $100

57

24.9

269

34.8

3. $100 to $180

58

25.3

165

21.4

4. $180 to $260

32

14.0

88

11.4

5. $260 to $500

38

16.6

66

8.5

6. $500 or greater

11

4.8

37

4.8

22

9.6

84

10.9

No Response

Hosts
Percent

All FarmersLRanchers
N
Percent
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Where Respondents Heard of The Neighbor to Neighbor Program

Table 9 displays the distribution regarding where the
respondents (hosts and general farming/ranching population)
first heard of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
program.

Eighty-eight percent of the hosts had heard of the

program from local agencies. This was expected since, as
discussed in Chapter 1, the local agency personal contacted
the farmers/ranchers in their area to become hosts.
The four primary sources from which the general farming
and ranching population heard of the Conservation Neighbor
to Neighbor program were from farm magazines (36.3%), local
agencies (36.3%), newspapers (30.5%), and friends and
neighbors (27.9%).

This fOllows the trends that Lionberger

(1968) would predict; that late adopters would receive
information from local farmers, farm papers and magazines.
Farm magazines ranked high from both groups as a way of
hearing about the program. This was expected because the
"Nebraska Farmer" magazine published two promotional
articles and a cover story about the conservation Neighbor
to Neighbor program.
Even through there was a great amount of time, energy
and money in promotional displays placed in local
businesses, it ranked low among both groups as a way of
hearing about the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program.
County fairs ranked lowest as a way of hearing about
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the program. The reason for this may be that very few county
fairs in the state had displays promoting the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program.
Table 9
Frequency Distribution of Where the Respondents Heard of the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program by Groups
Where Respondents
Heard of Program

N

Hosts
Percent

All Farmers/Ranchers
N
Percent

Friends, Neighbors

27

11.8

53

27.9

Newspaper

25

10.9

58

30.5

5

2.2

7

3.7

Local Agencies

201

87.8

69

36.3

Farm Magazines

77

33.6

69

36.3

Television spots

22

9.6

9

4.7

County Fair

1

0.4

3

1.6

state Fair

2

0.9

5

2.6

Husker Harvest Day

0

0.0

8

4.2

Radio spots

4

1.7

11

5.8

Other

5

2.2

18

9.5

Display Local Bus.

Note. Respondents were asked to check all the sources from
which they heard of the program.

Conservation Practices Visited by Respondents

Table 10 lists all the conservation practices
demonstrated and the frequency at which they were visited by
respondents in 1989.

Forty percent of the respondents who

visited sites, visited No-till demonstrations making it the
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Table 10
Freauencv Distribution of Conservation Practices Visited by
the Respondents
Total Number
That Visited

Percent That
Visited

42

26.1

3

1.9

Planned Grazing system

14

8.7

Conservation Reserve Program

26

16.1

No-till

65

40.4

WindBreaks

32

19.9

Ridge Till

26

16.1

Stripcropping

14

8.7

Terraces

36

22.4

Conservation Tillage

22

13.7

Low Input Agriculture

13

8.1

Dams

5

3.1

Diversion

5

3.1

Native Grasses

18

11.2

Fertilizer Management

16

9.9

Surge Value

9

5.6

Cross Fencing

9

5.6

waterways

7

4.3

Range Seeding

3

1.9

Ecofallow

5

3.1

14

8.7

Conservation
Practices
Conservation Farm
Prairie Dog Control

Irrigation Water Management
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Table 10

(continued)

Conservation
Practices

Total Number
That Visited

Wildlife Habitat

Percent That
Visited

13

8.1

8

5.0

16

9.9

Leafy Spurge Control

5

3.1

Prescribed Burning

5

3.1

streambank Stabilization

2

1.2

Contour Farming

7

4.3

Fish Farming

2

1.2

Solar Livestock Pipeline

o

0.0

Cover Crop

8

5.0

Brush Control

2

1.2

Grass Buffer Strip

o

0.0

Grass Planting

5

3.1

Cablegation

2

1.2

Chemigation

8

5.0

Alternative cropping

4

2.5

Farm Pond

4

2.5

Pasture Management
Tree Planting

most popular.

This may be due to the lower initial cost of

implementation and relative newness of the practice. The
second most visited practice was the Conservation Farm,
which represented an entire system of conservation
practices.
There were two conservation practices that had no
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visitors. Those were Solar Livestock Pipeline, and Grass
Buffer Strips. This was most likely due to location and
population density of the geographic area or perhap these
practices were not available in counties being sampled.

The

sites were located in western Nebraska. Cablegation, Brush
Control, and Fish Farming had a limited amount of visitors,
possibly due to their limited amount of use in a
conservation program.
Table 11 presents frequencies of the responses to
questions about activities preformed while at the
demonstration sites.

While at the No-till site, forty-three

percent of the respondents picked up fact sheets, seventy
percent walked out in the field, and sixty-five percent
talked to the host.

This again was most likely due to the

newness of the practice and the relative low cost of
implementation.

Overall when a practice was visited, a

large percentage would pick up a fact sheet and at least 33
percent talked with the host. This supported Lionberger's
(1968) theory on late adopters.

They utilized local farmer

and adoption leaders to gain information, preferring people
to people information sharing as a means to exchange
information.
sites that were visited but at which fact sheets were
not picked up were Prairie Dog Control, Dams, Range Seeding,
Ecofallow, and Farm Pond Management.

This again was

possibly due to the limited use of these practices in most

Table 11
Fregyency Distribution of Actives Preformed While at Neighbor to Neighbor sites
Conservation
Practices

stopped
at Site
N
Percent

Picked up
Factsheet
Percent
N

Walked in
Field
N
Percent

Talked to
Host
Percent
N

Conservation Farm

10

72.9

11

37.9

23

69.7

18

56.2

Prairie Dog Control

1

50.0

0

0.0

1

33.3

2

66.7

Planned Grazing System

9

81.8

6

60.0

9

75.0

7

63.6

Cons.Reserve Program

14

60.8

9

42.8

11

55.0

9

42.8

No-till

40

70.2

21

43.7

36

70.5

34

65.3

WindBreaks

17

56.6

11

42.3

14

51.8

15

55.5

Ridge Till

19

79.2

6

33.3

17

80.9

11

55.0

8

66.7

3

30.0

6

60.0

7

70.0

Terraces

19

70.4

12

48.0

16

61.5

15

60.0

Conservation Tillage

17

80.9

11

55.0

12

57.1

13

61.9

Low Input Agriculture

9

81.8

6

54.5

11

91.6

9

81.8

Dams

1

20.0

0

0.0

1

33.3

2

66.7

Stripcropping

Note. Percentages are of the respondents who answered the question.
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Table 11

(continued)

Conservation
Practices

Stopped
at Site
Percent
N

Picked up
Factsheet
N
Percent

Walked in
Field
N
Percent

Talked to
Host
N
Percent

Diversion

2

33.3

1

33.3

2

66.7

2

66.7

Native Grasses

9

56.2

7

50.0

7

50.0

6

42.8

13

92.8

9

69.2

12

85.7

10

76.9

Surge Value

8

100.0

4

57.1

5

62.5

6

85.7

Cross Fencing

5

62.5

2

25.0

4

50.0

5

62.5

waterways

5

83.3

3

60.0

6

85.7

5

83.3

Range Seeding

2

66.7

0

0.0

1

33.3

1

33.3

Ecofallow

3

60.0

0

0.0

3

60.0

4

80.0

Irr. Water Management

8

66.7

6

75.0

8

88.8

7

77.7

wildlife Habitat

8

80.0

6

75.0

8

100.0

3

37.5

Pasture Management

3

60.0

1

25.0

0

0.0

1

33.3

10

66.7

3

30.0

8

80.0

6

66.6

2

66.7

2

50.0

3

100.0

2

50.0

Fertilizer Management

Tree Planting
Leafy spurge Control

Note. Percentages are of the respondents who answered the question.
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Table 11

(continued)

Conservation
Practices

stopped
at site
N
Percent

Picked up
Factsheet
Percent
N

Walked in
Field
N
Percent

Talked to
Host
Percent
N

Prescribed Burning

1

33.3

1

50.0

1

0.0

1

50.0

Streambank Stabilization

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

Contour Farming

4

66.7

2

50.0

4

80.0

3

60.0

Fish Farming

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

50.0

1

50.0

Solar Livestock Pipeline

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

Cover Crop

4

50.0

2

28.6

5

62.5

5

62.5

Brush Control

1

50.0

0

0.0

1

100.0

0

0.0

Grass Buffer Strip

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

Grass Planting

2

50.0

1

33.3

2

66.7

3

75.0

Cablegation

2

100.0

1

50.0

2

100.0

1

50.0

Chemigation

4

57.1

4

66.7

5

71.4

5

83.3

Alternative cropping

3

75.0

2

66.7

4

100.0

3

100.0

Farm Pond

3

75.0

0

0.0

1

25.0

1

33.3

Note. Percentages are of the respondents who answered the question.
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Delivery Methods
Table 12 ranks the desirability of delivery methods
used while learning about conservation practices. Field days
and other farmers and ranchers ranked as the two most
desirable delivery methods for both groups.

This supports

Lionberger's (1968) and Rogers (1983) theory on early
adopters.

They utilize local farmers and ranchers to gain

information about new technology.
The Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program used both
of these methods, and allowed for the farmer/ranchers to
visit the practices at their convenience.

This visitation

strategy appeared to solve the problems that Emerson
Nafziger (1984) identified with field days.

Those problems

were that practices could be viewed only one time during the
growing season and may be missed completely because of other
time commitments.
The Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program ranked
sixth among hosts and seventh among the general farming and
ranching population out of 15 methods of learning about
conservation practices, still within a desirable range as a
delivery method.
Farm magazines and journals were one of the more
desirable methods of delivery. This may be one of the
reasons why the Nebraska Farmer articles worked so well to
promote the program. The least desirable methods of delivery
among both groups were short course/conference via satellite

Table 12
Desirability of Delivery Methods by Groups
Delivery Methods

Hosts
Mean (Rank)* S.D.

Lheld days

1.84

(1)

.80

2.22

(2)

loll

2.0ther farmers and ranchers

1.89

(2)

.88

2.19

(1)

1.10

3.Farm magazines or journals

2.20

(3)

.88

2.29

(4)

1.08

4.0ne day producer meetings

2.22

(4)

.97

2.53

(6)

1.15

5.Extension pUblications (Nebguides, etc.)

2.22

(5)

.95

2.35

(5)

1.12

6.Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program 2.23

(6)

1. 07

2.62

(7)

1.17

7.In-depth short course or workshop

2.45

(7)

1.16

2.81

(9)

1.27

8.Newsletters

2.38

(8)

.97

2.27

(3)

1.05

9.Videotape presentation prepared for home

2.76

(9)

1.17

3.04 (13)

1. 34

10.Self-guided tours

2.77

(10)

1. 06

2.99

(11)

1.21

11. Newspaper

2.83 (11)

1.07

2.68

(8)

1.19

12.Television

2.96 (12)

1.14

3.03 (12)

1.24

13.Radio

3.09 (13)

1.14

2.90 (10)

1.32

14.Short course/conference via satellite

3.30 (14)

loll

3.57 (14)

1.17

15.Telephone

3.62 (15)

1.13

3.81 (15)

1.15

Note. Responses were on a 5 point Likert Scale. 1
* rank for the Farmers/Ranchers

=

All Farmers/Ranchers
Mean (Rank)* S.D.

Most Desirable and 5 Least Desirable.

...
w
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and telephone. Both were outside of the desirable range for
delivery methods.

Benefits of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program

Table 13 contains data regarding the amount of
agreement or disagreement with statements about the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program.

At-Test

determined that there was a significant difference between
the two groups on two of the statements. However there was
no practical differences among the two groups so t-Test
information was not reported, since both agreed with all the
benefits of the program.

This was most likely due to the

convenience at which the visitor could visit sites, and
honesty of the host about the advantages and disadvantages
of the conservation practice being demonstrated.
The hosts rated the statement "The Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor Program is an effective way to
demonstrate conservation practices" the highest.

The

general farming/ranching population rated the statement "The
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program is a good way for
farmers/ranchers to share information" the highest.

This is

most likely due to the convenience at which a visitor could
visit the site during the cropping season and see the
benefits of the conservation practice while sharing
information with the host.
Both groups agreed with the statement (but still rated

Table 13
Ratings of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program Benefits
Benefits

Hosts
Mean
S.D.

All Farmers/Ranchers
Mean
S.D.

Encourages farmers/ranchers to try a
conservation practice.

2.10

.95

2.07

.97

Is an effective way to demonstrate
conservation practices.

1.82

.97

2.02

.96

Encourages local, state, and federal
agencies to work together.

2.13

.99

2.32

1. 05

Is a good way for farmers/ranchers to
share information.

1.86

.90

1.93

1.01

Taught farmers/ranchers good conservation
practices.

2.41

.99

2.32

.92

Is a good use of tax dollars.

2.49

1.16

2.63

1.16

Is a good way to learn about the obstacles
of implementing and maintaining conservation
practices.

1. 85

.86

2.27

1.00

Helps farmers/ranchers become more familiar
with conservation practices.

1.82

.85

2.05

.95

Is a good way to illustrate the advantages
and disadvantages of a conservation practice.

1.83

.85

2.07

.99

Should be continued next year.

2.12

1.19

2.32

1.08

Note. Responses were on a 5 point scale. 1

Strongly Agree

5

= strongly Disagree

...'"
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it lowest) "The conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program is
a good use of tax dollars".

Summary

Major findings described in Chapter 4 include:
Demographic comparison of hosts and general farmers and
ranchers surveyed.
1. Hosts average age was 53, while the general farmers
and ranchers surveyed average age was 51. Eighty-nine
percent of the hosts were over 34 years of age, while only
seventy-seven percent of general farmers and ranchers were
over 34 years of age.
2. Hosts had an average of 17 years of experience in
farming and ranching, which was slightly longer than the
general farming and ranching population average of 14 years.
3. The hosts educational level was slightly higher than
the general farming and ranching population surveyed.
Twenty-eight percent of the hosts had graduated from college
while only 19 percent of the general farming and ranching
population surveyed had graduated from college.
4. The hosts farmed an average of 601 acres, while the
general farming and ranching population surveyed farmed an
average of only 491 acres.
5. The hosts reported having a larger percentages of
erodible acres than did the general farmers and ranchers.
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Thirty-six percent of the hosts as compared to only twentyfour percent of the general farmers and ranchers surveyed,
reported farms/ranches with over 50 percent of highly
erodible acres.
6. The hosts' average annual sales were $124,000
compared to $93,000 for the general farming and ranching
population surveyed. sixty-one percent of the hosts compared
to only forty-six percent of the general farming and
ranching population grossed over $100,000 annually.
Where respondents heard of the Neighbor to Neighbor
program.
1. The primary sources from which the general farmers
and ranchers had been informed of the Conservation Neighbor
to Neighbor program were farm magazines (36.3%), newspapers
(30.5%), friends and neighbors (27.9%).
2. The primary source from which the hosts had been
informed of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program
was local agencies (87.8%).
participation in Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
program procedures while at a site.
1. When visiting a Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
site a large percentages would walk out in the field and
over 33% would talk to the host. For example while visiting
a no-till site, forty-three percent of the respondents
picked up fact sheets, seventy percent walked out in the
field, and sixty-five percent talked to the host.
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Acceptability of delivery methods.
1. Field days and other farmers ranchers are the top
two ranked delivery methods among both groups.
2. The least desirable methods of delivery among both
groups were short course/conference via satellite and
telephones. Both were outside of the desirable range for
delivery methods.
Benefits of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
program.
1. Both groups agreed with the following benefits of
the conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program.
• Encourages farmers/ranchers to try a conservation
practice.
• Is an effective way to demonstrate conservation
practices.
• Encourages local, state, and federal agencies to
work together.
• Is a good way for farmers/ranchers to share
information.
• Taught farmers/ranchers good conservation
practices.

• Is a good use of tax dollars.
• Is a good way to learn about the obstacles of
implementing and maintaining conservation
practices.

• Helps

farmers/ranchers become more familiar with

I
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conservation practices.
• Is a good way to illustrate the advantages and
disadvantages of a conservation practice .
• Should be continued next year.
2. Both groups agreed with the statement that the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program is a good use of
tax dollars, but rated it lowest.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

summary
Erosion has threatened every civilization since the
beginning of agriculture 8,000 years ago. Soil erosion
causes two types of damage.

First, erosion reduces the

productivity of the soil by stripping cropland of nutrientrich topsoil.

Fifty years after soil erosion transformed

the Great Plains into a dust bowl, the problem continues to
plague the nation's cropland.

The U.S. Department of

Agriculture data indicates that 3.1 billion tons of soil
erode annually, enough topsoil to fill the Houston Astrodome
34,000 times.
Secondly, according to Braden and Uchtmann (1985) this
eroded soil, contaminated by fertilizers and pesticides, is
this country's single greatest unregulated source of water
pollution.

Agricultural sources account for significant

shares of all suspended and dissolved solids, nitrogen,
phosphorous, and associated biological oxygen demand
loadings in U.S. waters (Clarks, 1984). This was the
motivation for the passage of the Food Security Act of 1985,
which represented a major milestone in developing
conservation practices on land across the United states.

It

has the potential to get every farmer in the country
involved in one way or another in soil and water

I

, ,I

I
I

L
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conservation.
The self-guided conservation Neighbor to Neighbor tours
were developed to help farmers see successful conservation
practices and implement them on their own land.
In 1989, 360 farmers and ranchers in Nebraska were
selected for the project.

Their farms and ranches served as

sites where others could, at their convenience, look at
specific soil and water conservation practices in action.
The farmers and ranchers identified for the tour stops were
early adopters of innovations, had been using the
demonstrated conservation practice for at least five years,
and were willing to speak on the advantages, disadvantages,
costs and profitability of the practices they had adopted.
The purpose of this study was to determine if the
"Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program was an effective
method to inform farmers and ranchers about conservation
practices in Nebraska.

specific Objectives

The specific objectives addressed in this study were:
1. To identify the most effective form of media used
to notify farmers and ranchers about the availability
of the "Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor" program.
2. To determine the extent to which farmers and
ranchers participated in program procedures while on
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a self-guided demonstration tour.
3. To compare the acceptability of self-guided tours
with other delivery methods when learning about
conservation.
4. To determine the extent of agreement/disagreement
of respondents regarding selected statements
associated with the benefits of the "Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor" program.
The population of this study included all the
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program farmer/rancher
hosts as well as a random sampling of all farmers/ranchers
in Nebraska.
An instrument was designed, with the help of a
committee of experts consisting of an Extension specialist
in program evaluation, an Extension Specialist in soil
Erosion control/Conservation Tillage, a representative of
the Buros Institute, and a professor of Agriculture
Education.

The survey instrument asked the respondents to

rate the degree of agreement, quality and interest regarding
the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program and the
effectiveness of delivery methods in general.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The following conclusions and recommendations were
drawn from this study.
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Conclusion 1: The characteristics of the hosts and

general farmers and ranchers fit the Lionberger's (1968) and
Roger's (1983) adoption diffusion theory characteristics for
both early adopters (hosts) and late adopters (general
farmers). The study established that the hosts had more
education, larger farms and larger gross yearly sales than
the general farmers and ranchers surveyed.
The primary sources from which the general farmers and
ranchers had heard of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
program were farm magazines, newspapers, friends and
neighbors, and local agencies.

This also supports

Lionberger's (1968) and Roger's (1983) theory on late
adopters, they would receive information from local farmers,
farm papers, and magazines.
Recommendation: The above mentioned information can be

used to help direct the promotion of the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program in the future.

More local

newspapers and farm magazine articles should be used to
promote and inform farmers and ranchers of the availability
of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program.
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor programmer may wish
to avoid using local business displays, County Fair displays
and state Fair displays if money is short. These were the
most ineffective methods of promoting and informing farmers
and ranchers of the availability of the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program.
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Conclusion 2: The general farmers and ranchers surveyed
reported having less percentage of erodible acres then did
the host. This supports a study by (Hoover, Wiitala, 1980),
SCS officials in northern Nebraska. In that study farmers
denied erosion problems existed on their land.
trend is evident in this study.

The same

Late adopters were more

likely to deny that erosion problems exist on their land.
Recommendation: Agency personnel should use this
information to help promote and use the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program.

They should use local farms

and ranches to demonstrate how much soil is being lost
during a rain storm, with and without conservation
practices.

since late adopters trust what they see on their

friends and neighbors land, their awareness and level of
acceptance of their own erosion problems are likely to
increase.
Conclusion 3: "Field days" and "other farmers and
ranchers" are the top ranked delivery methods. This
supported Lionberger's (1968) and Roger's (1983) theories,
on late adopters, who also utilized local farmers and
ranchers to gain information about technology. This also
adds support to the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
program which uses both delivery methods to disseminate
information.

Although the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor

program itself was ranked 6th by the host and 7th by the
general farmers and ranchers as a means of gaining
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information about conservation practices, mean ratings among
the top six were similar.
Recommendation: This information should be used to help
encourage farmers and ranchers to utilize the conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program.

Local agency personnel should

use field days at the conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
sites early in the spring or late fall. In this way they
could tell the visitors to visit the site whenever they
would like during the growing season to see the changes and
the erosion control.
If budgets are short Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
personnel should avoid using short course/conference via
satellite and telephones to inform farmers and ranchers
about conservation practices.

Both groups (host and general

farmers and ranchers) ranked these methods of delivery as
least desirable.
Conclusion 4: Both groups (host and general farmers and
ranchers) agreed with the benefits of the Conservation
Neighbor to Neighbor program.

This supports the

Lionberger's (1968) and Roger's (1983) adoption diffusion
theories. Late adopters prefer to learn about new technology
from early adopters (local farmers), because they feel they
can trust their neighbors.

The host found other farmers and

ranchers in the area interested in his or her conservation
practices, which may have reinforced the idea that the
program was of some benefit.
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While visiting Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor sites
a large percentage of the general farmers and ranchers
surveyed walked out in the fields.
to the hosts.

Over 33 percent talked

This also supported Lionberger's (1968) and

Roger's (1983) theory on adoption diffusion.

Late adopters

seek information about new technology from local early
adopters.
Recommendation: The Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
program should be continued with some additional promotion
to contact more late adopters.

The late adopters will

benefit from the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program
because it fits their needs for the adoption of new
technology.

They can talk to local farmers and ranchers

(early adopters) about their needs for conservation
practices and how they can avoid obstacles when implementing
and maintaining those practices.
The Neighbor to Neighbor concept should be used to
educate late adopters about new technology in the future,
other than conservation practices.

The Neighbor to Neighbor

concept fits the needs of the late adopters.

According

Lionberger's (1968) Roger's (1983) and this research
project, late adopters utilize local farmers and adoption
leaders to gain information about agricultural technology.
In this way, more late adopters can be reached and diffusion
time decreased.
Recommendation: Further research should be conducted on

L
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what farm magazines and local newspapers late adopters read
and at which time of the year do they read the most.

This

will help focus the promotion of the Conservation Neighbor
to Neighbor program.

Information should also be obtained on

when is the best time for Field Days when viewing
conservation practices for the benefit of late adopters.
After using the above mentioned promotion ideas, a
follow-up study should be conducted to see if more late
adopters used the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor program.
This could add support to the use of the Neighbor to
Neighbor concept for the dissemination of other agricultural
technology.
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
Institute of A!!riculture and Natural Resources

CONSERVATION
Neighbor to Neighbor

In coopennoo .,.,01: Soil Conservation Scnice, Natural Resources Commission. Natural. Resources Dinrictl, Alricultural Stabilizauon &nO

Conservation Service. Farmers Home Admuwuuion. Nebruka Association of Resources Districts

The Conser"'lion Neighbor 10 Neighbor Program was eSlablished in 1989 10 help farmers
and ranchers obtain practical information on conservation practices directly from other
producers. This year 360 producers volunteered a ponico of their acreage as a demonstration sile
where others could come. at their convenience. to view a conservation practice in action. ~1ost

farm and ranch volunteers have been using the demonstrated practice for several years and have
adapled the praclice

10

fil Iheir needs for success.

Volunteers have provided informalion aboul Ihe advantages. disadvantages. profilabilily and
This information
obstacles involved with successfully implementing their conservation practice.
was provided on faci sheels al Ihe field site and from the volunteer. Each demonslralion sile was
identified by a large sign localed along Ihe road and adjacent 10 Ihe field of interesl.

Many local businesses and governmental agencies were also involved in the program. Each
provided space for a large display Ihal contained informalion explaining Ihe self-guided lour
program and brochures which listed the conservation practices demonstrated in the local arca
and directions to the sites.
This opinionaire focuses on your evaluation of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor
Program. Your answers 10 Ihe queslions will help us evaluale Ihe success of the program and
plan for the fUlure.
All responses will be confidential.
A. Have

)-ou

heard

of

the

Conservation

Neighbor

Neighbor

10

Program

before

today?
_ _ _ 1.

NO (Skip to question I)

B. Where did you hear
(Check all thai apply)

about

_ _ 2.

the

Conservation

Neighbor

you

to

Neighbor

Friends. Neighbors. Relatives

Television sPOtS

~ewpaper

County fair
State fair

Display in local business
Local agencies (SCS. EXT. NRD.elc.)
Farm magazines
Other. specify ____________________ _

C. Did

YES (Continue with question B)

,-islt

_ _ _ I.

NO

any

of

the

Conservation

(Skip to question F)

Program?

Husker Harvest Days
Radio sPOtS

Neighbor

_ _ _ 2.

YES

10

Neighbor

siles?

(Continue with question D)
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D. What was the greatest
site?
:-;eighbor

you

distance

traveled

to

view

a

Conservation

l'ieighbor

10

Miles one way

E.

conservation practice you
in at the demonstration

Place an "Xlt in front of each
what activities you participated
answers.
appropriate

Did you
DRlVE
BY? or STOP?

2

Farm
-_ _Conservation
Prairie Dog Control
_ _Planned Grazing System
_ _Conserv ation Reserve Program
_ _No·Till
_ _ Windbreaks
_ _Ridge Till
_ _ Stripcropping
_ _Terraces
_ _Conservation Tillage
~w Input Agriculture
~ams
~iversion

Grasses
_ _ Fertilizer Managemc'nt" .
_ _ Surge Value
_ _ Cross Fencing
_ _ Waterways
_ _ Range Seeding
_ _Ecofallow
_ _Irrigation Water Management
_ _Wildlife Habitat
' '
--yasture Management
_ _Tree Planting
_ _Leafy Spurge Control
_ _ Prescri bed Burning
_ _ Stream Stabilization
_ _Contour Farming
_ _ Fish Farming
_ _Solar Livestock Pipeline_ _Cover Crop
_ _Brush Control
_ _Orass Buffer Strip
_ _Grass Planting
_ _Cablegation
_ _Chemigation
_ _ Alternative Cropping
_ _ Farm Pond
~ative

F. How many people have
Neighbor
progam?
People

Did you pickup
a fact sheet?
NO
YES

you

I
I
1
1
I

2
2
2
2

2
2
2
2
2"

1
I
'I

2
2
2.

1

r

"I
I
1

1
1- ,

",

2
2
2

1
I'
I
1
I
1

1
I
I
'\':

2
2

10

I
'I
I

2
'2

2
2
2
,2
2

.
2
2

'"2':'~

2
2
2
2

·:2'

I

'2

'T
2

2

2
2
2

.- ......

'2";
2
2
' 2'
'2

1

2

2

2

,

Conservation

I

,t.
1' '

l'

Z,O'

Neighbor

2
2
2
2

2

1

2

the

i

2

2

about

2
2

2
2

2

I
I
I

2

2
1
1
, I

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1
"I
I
I
' I
I

"2'~

2
2

I

1

1
I
I
'I
,
1
1
1

" 2'
2

1
I
I
-I
I

2

2
'2,

"2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2

talked

1

T
1

2

2
2
2
2
2

1
.I

2
2
2
2
2

I

2

2

2

2
2

1-

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2

2

1
' 1

2

2
2
2
2
2

2

1

~o

2

2

2
2

YES

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
'2

2

1
I'
I
I
I

Did you wlk
La the host?

2

2

2

1
, -',I.

Did you walk
out in the field?
NO
YES

2
2

2
2

Also indicate
ci rcli n g Ihe

visited.
site by

i'

2
'2
2
2
'2
2
2
2
2

2

10
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G. Have you or do you expect to change your conservation plan because of the
information gained from the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program?
_1.

H.

Rate

_ _ _ 2.

NO

each

of the

following

statements

from

YES

strongly

agree

to

strongly

disagree.
Strongly

Suongly
The Conservation I'\eighbor to Neighbor Program:
Encourages farmers/ranchers to try a conservation practice.
Is an effective way to demonstrate conservation practices.
Encourages local. state, and federal agencies to work together.
Is a good way for farmers/ranchers to share information.
Taught farmers/ranchers good conservation practices.
Is a good use of tax. dollars.
Is a good way to learn about the obstacles of implementing
and maintaining conservation practices.
8. Helps farmers/ranchers become more familiar with
conservation practices.
9. Is a good way to illustrate the advantages and disadvantages
of a conservation practice.
10. Should be continued next year.

you

develop a conservation

plan

prior to

you

developed

or

changed

your

4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

2
2

4
4
4
4
4

1985?

_ _2.

J. Have

4

2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

2

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
7.

I. Did

Pi sa grce

Agree

consevation

YES

plan

because of the

1985

Farm

Bill?
_ _ 1.

NO

_ _2.

YES

methods
in many ways. Rate each of the following
K. Information can be obtained desirable as a way of learning about conservat ion
from most desirable to least
Least
practices.
Most

Desirable

pesirable
In.depth short course or workshop
One day producer meetings
Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program
Extension publications (Nebguides. etc.)
Newspaper
Newsletters
Farm magazines or journals
Radio
Television
Videotape presentation prepru:~~ _.J~r :J\0lJle :'i,YCR
Short course/conference via _,-.:sa~~e}li!,f;;; ,~,>
Telephone
Self.guided tours
Field days
Other farmers and ranchers

2
2
2
2
2
2

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4

4
4
4
4

4
4

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

5
5

5
5
5
5
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L. Rank the three most important reasons Why you have or would use a
Make your selection from the list below and place the
conservation practice.
appropriate

in

number

the

spaces

M.

To
To
To
To
To
To

comply with government programs.
beautify your farm/ranch.
provide wildlife habitat.
increase your income.
preserve land & water resoures.
use the available technical infonnation.

Demographic

7.
S
9.
10.
11.

To
To
To
To
To

reduce peer pressure.
receive cost·sharing.
provide recreation.
reduce inputs.
reduce soil compaction.

Information
2. How many years have you been farming?

I. What is your age?
_1. 20 to 34
2. 35 to 44
_3. 45 to 54

It05
_2. 6 to 10
_3. 11 to 15
_1.

_4. 55 to 64
~.

65 or above

3. How much education do you have?

4. How

5. Of the acres you fann and/or ranch
percentage is highly erodible?

_1.

10% or less

_2.
_3.
4.
_5.
_6 .

11%
21%
31%
41%
51 %

many

acres

_4. 16 to 20
_5. 21 or more

are

you

farming/ranching?

_1. 160 or less
_2. 161 to 640
_3. 641 to 1280
_ 4 . 1281 or greater

Less than high school
High school graduate
_3. Some college/vocational training
_ 4 . College graduate

1
_2.

what

_ _ _ Third Reason

Second Reason

_ _ _First Reason
1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.

provided.

6. Which of the following categories
include your gross yearly sales?
_1.
_2.
_3.
_4.
_5.
_6.

to 20%
to 30%
to 40%
50%
or greater

to

$20.000 or less
$20.001 to $100.000
$100.001 to 5180.000
5180.001 to S260.000
$260.001 to $500.000
$500.001 and greater

7. In what county is your farm or ranch located? (place county name here)' _ _ _ _ _ _ __
8. Did you have a demonstration site for the Conservation Neighbor 10 Neighbor project on
your fann or ranch?
_1. NO
_2. YES

(Thank you.

You have completed the survey.)
(Continue with question 9)

10.

9. How many people talked to you
about your practice?
1.

_2.
_3.

None
1 to 10
11 to 20

_ 4 . 21 to 30

_5. 31

40
_ 6 . 41 or more
to

How many additional people do you feel
came out and looked at your practice?
_1.

21 to 30
_5. 31 to 40
_4.

None

1 to 10
_ 3 . 11 to 20
_2.

_6.

41 or more

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY.
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA-UNCOLN, COOPERATING WITH THE COUNTIES AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ~ri"'~
~.tlv_ EIR.....ion
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APPENDIX B
Follow-UP Correspondence
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources

CONSERVATION
Neighbor to Neighbor

In cooperation with: Soil Conservation Service. Natural Resource'1 CommISsion. Natural Resources Districts, Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service, Farmers Home Admitusuauon, Nebraska Association of Resources Districts

HELLO,
About four weeks ago you received a ConselVation Neighbor to Neighbor sUlVey from the
University of Nebraska. As we analyze the topics covered by the survey, it is very important to
have your response to the questions. Therefore, I would appreciate receiving the completed
sUlVey within the next few days. For your convenience, I have enclosed a postage-paid
envelope and an additional copy of the sUlVey. If you have already completed and returned this
sUlVey, please disregard this request.
Your cooperation Is greatly appreCiated. THANKS,,!
Sincerely,

Alice Jones, Ext. Soil Erosion Control/ConselVation Tillage Specialist
(402) 472·1500

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA·LlNCOLN. COOPERATING WITH THE COUNTIES AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

....
,".'~".',

:

"

....~ ..,,~

~
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APPENDIX C

Letter about survey administation instruction

69
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources

CONSERVATION
Neighbor to Neighbor

In cooperation with: Soil Conservation Service, Natural Resources Commission. Natural Resources Diuricts. Agricultural Stabiliution and
Conservation Service. Farmers Home Administration, Nebraska Association of Resources Districts

January 2, 1989
Dear Executive Director:
You have been selected as one of 20 counties in Nebraska to administer the
evaluation of the Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor Program. Please find
enclosed copies of the evaluation surveys that will be used to determine the
effectiveness of the program.
To administer the survey you will need to present the survey to each
farmer/rancher that enters your office during the week of January 22-26 and
ask them to complete and return it to you before leaving. If for some reasons
a farmer/rancher chooses not to complete the evaluation please mark "VOID" on
the survey and return with the ones that are completed.
At the end of the week put the evaluation surveys into an envelope and mail to
Dr. Alice Jones at the address below. A mailing label is prOVided for your
convenience.

Dr. Alice Jones
279 Plant Science Hall
University of Nebraska - Lincoln
Lincoln, NE 68583-0910
Thank you for your cooperation. If you have questions ahout the evaluation
process described in this letter, contact Larry Andelt at 402-472-5797.

Thank You,

C~

~

Dr. Alic;\es

Extension Soil Erosion Control I
Conservation Tillage Specialist
Enclosures

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA·lINCOLN. COOPERATING WITH THE COUNTIES AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

{~\
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APPENDIX D
Letter from Executive Director
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Agricultural
Stabilization and
Conservation Service

NEBRASKA STATE ASCS OFFICE
P.O. BOX 57975
LINCOLN. NE 68505-7975

January 2. 1989
Dear Executive Director:

Early in 1989 a cooperative, statewide, educational program was
established by the University of Nebraska-Extension Service, the Soil
Conservation Service, ourselves and other state and federal agencies.
The purpose of the program, Conservation Neighbor to Neighbor, was to
encourage farmer and ranchers to learn conservation practices from each
other.
As you know there has been an increased interest in conservation as a
result of the "Food Security Act of 1985". All federal agencies related
to agriculture have become more interested in alternative ways of
encouraging farmers/ranchers to adopt conservation practices, which will
control erosion. The self· guided tour concept, which is the foundation
of the Neighbor to Neighbor approach, is not commonly used. However,
there is considerable nationwide interest in the potential usefulness of
this approach, for conservation education and other areas.
Enclosed you will find copies of the evaluation survey that will be used
to evaluate the effectiveness of this program. To conduct this
evaluation we need your help. Or. Alice Jones has provided a cover
letter to identify exactly how we as an agency can help with this
evaluation. Please review the letter, and provide the assistance
necessary in collecting the data.
Thank you for your cooperation. If you have questions about the
evaluation process described in the letter from Dr. Jones, contact Larry
Andeit at 402-472-5797.
Thank You,

~~~
State Director, ASeS
Enclosures

